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I. SUMMARY

1. By this action, we establish the Emergency Alert System
(EAS), which will replace the existing Emergency Broadcast System
(EBS). We require broadcast stations and cable systems to

install and operate new equipment for national alerts while
relaxing some requirements for noncommercial educational Class D
FM stations and low power television stations. Satellite, Direct
Broadcast Satellite (DBS), telephone and cellular carriers, and
other service providers are encouraged to voluntarily
participate. A standard protocol and new digital codes are
adopted that will facilitate different technoclogies using the new
system. Finally, procedures are streamlined so that more
participants can work together effectively during emergencies.

2. In a Further Notice of Proposed Rule Making ("FNPRM")
we seek comment on how services such as the Multipoint

Distribution Service (MDS)!, Satellite Master Antenna Television
(SMATV), and Video Dial Tone should participate in the new EAS.
We also seek further comment on whether we should waive our EAS
requirements for a defined class of "small" cable systems.

II. BACKGROUND

3. In 1951 President Harry S Truman established CONELRAD
(Control of Electromagnetic Radiation) as the first national
alerting system. Under CONELRAD, AM radio stations were required
to broadcast only on 640 or 1240 kHz during an emergency alert to
the public so that enemy missiles could not use transmissions
from broadcast stations as a guide for their targets.? By the
early 1960’s the development of missile guidance systems made the
two channel limitation obsolete.

4. In 1963 President John F. Kennedy established the
Emergency Broadcast System and allowed stations to transmit on
their normal frequencies during an emergency. Technical
requirements for EBS equipment were developed in the 1960’s and
included an audio/analog two-tone alerting signal. It was not
until the mid-1970’s, however, that the Commission amended its
rules to replace the CONELRAD signalling technique with the
existing EBS audio sigmal. In 1976, a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between the Federal Communications Commission
(FCC or Commission), the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA), and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s

! These frequencies when used to deliver video programming
are referred to as "wireless cable" services. See 47 C.F.R. Part
21, Subpart K. :

2 gee Executive Order 10312, Dec. 10, 1951. See also FO
Docket 91-171, 6 FCC Rcd 4264 (1991).
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(NOAA) National Weather Service (NWS) endorsed the two-tone EBS
audio signal for use in state and local emergencies. This MOU
was updated in 1982 to reflect the reorganization of FEMA.?

5. Our authority to regulate emergency broadcasting
emanates primarily from Sections 303 (r) and 706(c) of the
Communications Act, 47 U.S.C. §§ 303(r) and 706(c). Section

303(r) is a general grant of rulemaking authority to the
Commission. Section 706 grants specific, communications-related
powers to the President in time of war or national emergency. In
such event, the President may, for example, take control of, or
suspend or amend the rules and regulations applicable to, any or
all stations within the Commission’s jurisdiction. Our EBS rules
are designed to enable the President to exercise these powers
quickly and efficiently.

6. Our authority to regulate participation by cable systems
in the emergency alerting process, on the other hand, stems
primarily from Section 624 (g) of the Communications Act, 47
U.S.C. § 544(g), see paras. 50-65, infra. That provision
requires the Commission to ensure that cable viewers are afforded
the same access to emergency communications as broadcast viewers
and listeners. We also note that the Americans with Disabilities
Act, 42 U.S.C. § 12101, et _seg., aims to "make all facets of our
society fully accessible to individuals with disabilities."* Our
rules adopted herein comport with that goal as well.

A. The current EBS

7. The current EBS is composed of technical equipment and
an operational structure which provides guidance to those
broadcast stations and others who participate in EBS. It is a
joint government-industry effort which responds to a Presidential
requirement to address the entire nation on very short notice
because of a grave national threat. It uses the facilities of
the communications industry, including 13 radio and 5 television
networks, 12 cable networks, the Associated Press, Reuters and
United Press Intermational wire services, and over 13,000
broadcast stations.®

? See MOU dated June 28, 1976; revised April 21, 1982.

4 Comments of the National Center for Law and Deafness,
November 24, 1993, at 5.

* The Broadcast Station Protection Program (BSPP) is a
program funded by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
that enhances the operating capability of key EBS stations. The
program provides these stations with emergency generators, remote
pickup units, electromagnetic pulse protection, and other
facility add-ons in order to enhance the stations’ ability to
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8. Technically, EBS is an analog transmission system in
which broadcasters are required to have specified equipment and
relies upon operator control. During an alert, EBS equipment
transmits audio EBS messages after receipt of a two-tone
attention signal, which activates the decoder/receiver at a
broadcast radio or TV station. The EBS station operator must
listen to the audio message coming out of the speaker (of the
decoder/receiver) to determine the reason the EBS signal has been
transmitted.® If the audio message was a test of the system, the
test date and time are logged. If the message is for a naticnal
emergency, they must alert the public. If the message is for a
state or local emergency, responding personnel have a number of
options, including ignoring or rebroadcasting the message.

9. The Commission requires the use of EBS only in the
event of a national emergency. State and local authorities,
however, may request use of the EBS to provide early warning to
communities about regional, state, county, and local emergencies.
More than 20,000 activations of the EBS have been reported since
19757, and every state and territory has used it. State and
Local Emergency Communications Committees (SECC and LECC)® are
responsible for the development of plans which detail procedures
for stations and officials to follow for activation of the EBS.
Broadcast stations have voluntarily made increasing use of EBS
since the system was allowed to be used for local emergencies.

10. The current EBS has several significant drawbacks.
First, the equipment relies on the broadcaster who receives the
initial alert to alert other broadcasters in a "daisy chain."®
The daisy chain is often unreliable, as stations are completely
dependent on the station they monitor to activate the EBS system.
If the key "upstream" station fails to activate, stations further

continue to operate in an emergency. There are over 600
broadcast stations in the BSPP.

¢ The two-tone Attention Signal generated by the encoder
does not carry any intelligent information. It merely turns on
or activates the decoder/receiver.

? The Commission does not require stations to report EBS
activations. Our figures represent only those activations which
have been voluntarily reported. We believe, based on informal
conversations with licensees, that thousands of additional alerts
have been issued.

8 GSee Section V.B. in this Order.

> "Daisy chain" monitoring refers to the present day system
where key stations relay EBS messages with the two-tone signal
from one station to another.



down the chain are not alerted to the emergency and, therefore,
cannot inform their audiences. There has been no monitoring of
multiple sources for emergency alerts. In addition, operators
must be trained in EBS activation procedures in order to send and
receive emergency notifications.

11. Second, much EBS equipment dates back several decades.
Very few manufacturers produce repair parts for EBS equipment.
If a broadcaster had to purchase replacement EBS equipment, the
replacement costs would be comparable to the cost for new digital
equipment. Moreover, even if the current equipment could be
economically maintained, cable participation in EBS would be
severely handicapped because the present signalling scheme does
not lend itself to unattended operation.®®

12. Third, when an emergency strikes, the EBS can still
fail even if the alert is forwarded to the next station in the
chain, the equipment is working properly, and the operating
personnel are knowledgeable because the current EBS relies on
station personnel to acknowledge and relay the alert, which can
cause critical delays. Seconds may mean the difference between
life and death during sudden emergencies such as tornadoes, flash
floods, hazardous chemical spills, and nuclear accidents. In
addition, current EBS equipment does not allow participants to
alert the public selectively in the event of an emergency. For
example, an EBS alert warning of a flood may be of little value
to listeners located in more distant locations. These
disadvantages of the EBS have become more apparent as
communications technology has advanced, and have contributed in
part to our determination to examine more closely the
modernization of the system. After every major disaster, the
National Oceanic Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) conducts a
survey to determine the effectiveness of warning systems.
Approximately 80 percent of these surveys have indicated the need
for improvements in the EBS because of deficiencies inherent in
the old system.?

B. Origin of this proceeding

13. 1In 1989 the National Association of Broadcasters (NAB)
petitioned the FCC for a rule making to shorten the two-tone
audio alerting signal and to revise other operational aspects of

1 Cable system facilities are predominantly unattended,
and headends are frequently located in remote areas. As noted
above, the current EBS system depends on manual intervention by
trained personnel to pass an alert to additional broadcast
stations and to inform the public of an emergency.

* See letter from NOAA, NWS to FCC, May 20, 1994.
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the EBS." 1In 1991, the Society of Cable Television Engineers
(SCTE) established an EBS working group to explore the most
efficient and cost effective manner to reach their cable
subscribers during an EBS alert.

14. Since 1991 there have been four Commission actions
examining the modernization of EBS. On June 13, 1991, we adopted
a Notice of Inquiry (NOI)to solicit comments on new technology
and equipment that would improve EBS.** On October 9, 1991, we
adopted a NOI/Notice of Proposed Rule Making (NPRM) to solicit
comments on the NAB petition to shorten the two-tone signal and
to propose a rule to prohibit false use of the EBS signal.*

15. On September 17, 1992, we adopted a NPRM/Further Notice
of Proposed Rule Making (NPRM/FNPRM), FO Dockets 91-301/91-171,
consolidating the earlier proceedings and seeking further
comments on proposals to update the technical and operational
features of the EBS.*®* On November 12, 1992, we issued a Public
Notice addressing a requirement in the Cable Act of 1992 to
include cable in EBS and invited commenters to discuss this
requirement when filing comments to the NPRM/FNPRM.!¢ We
received 63 comments and 17 reply comments in response to the
consolidated NPRM/FNPRM.?'’

C. FEield tests

16. In December, 1992, we invited equipment manufacturers
to demonstrate their alerting equipment and prototypes at the
Commission.'® Eleven manufacturers participated. This
demonstration showed that newer technologies were available and
effective to create more advanced emergency communications

2 See Petition for Rule Making (RM-7188), filed by the
National Association of Broadcasters.

¥ Notice of Inquiry, FO Docket 91-171, 6 FCC Rcd 4264
(1991) .

* Notice of Inquiry/Notice of Proposed Rule Making, FO
Docket 91-301, 6 FCC Rcd 6739 (1991).

5 NPRM/FNPRM, FO Dockets 91-301/91-171, 7 FCC Rcd 6903
(1892) .

¢ public Notice, DA 92-1497, November 12, 1992.

7 Commenters and reply commenters to the NPRM/FNPRM are
listed in Appendices A and B.

18 See Public Notice No. 30336, October 29, 1992, "FCC To
Hold Exhibit of Various Emergency Alerting Systems."
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equipment.

17. We determined that further testing would reveal the
best methods to integrate various technologies, the compatibility
of different prototype equipment, and verify the robustness of
the proposed digital protocols. We invited interested parties to
participate in field testing of the proposed EBS system.?® An
Eastern and a Western field test were scheduled. Plenary
meetings for the tests began in March 1993. These meetings
involved manufacturers, industry members, and government
officials. Each test was headed by a state EBS coordinator who
worked with the group to design the tests. The testing was based
on the proposals presented in the NPRM/FNPRM and drew on the
expertise and experience of each participant.?* The field tests
documented the capabilities of existing or prototype egquipment to
deliver emergency communications.?*

18. The Western Field Test was conducted June 27 through
June 30, 1993, in Denver.?* More than 75 representatives from
broadcast stations, cable systems, satellite companies, emergency
management offices, consulting engineering firms, amateur radio
crganizations, and manufacturers of alerting equipment and
consumer end products, voluntarily provided their own personnel
and resources for the tests.

19. In-band, subcarrier, satellite, HF radio, VHF, UHF,
microwave, and telephone were the primary transmission modes
tested. Three focus groups and one composite focus group offered
some insight into audience perception of the systems and

' public Notice No. 31623, February 3, 1993. More than
150 representatives and observers from broadcasting, cable,
satellite, other communications transmission means, emergency
management, equipment manufacturers, and government agencies
participated in these tests.

2 The various tests were meant to be exemplary and not
inclusive of every proposal in the NPRM/FNPRM. See Appendix D
for list of participants in the Western and Eastern field tests.

22 More than 35 devices were demonstrated during the tests.
While the tests were not representative of all aspects of our
proposed system, they did indicate that the equipment tested had
the capability of delivering alerting messages in many kinds of
environments.

22 gee Public Notice, DA 93-1211, October 6, 1993, and the
Western Field Test results referenced therein.
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equipment .??

20. The Eastern Field Test was conducted September 12,
1993, through September 15, 1993, in Baltimore.?* The tests
involved more than 60 representatives from government, industry,
and manufacturing. Technical/emergency management personnel and
others served as official observers to record the test results.
Testing sites included the State Emergency Operation Center,
experimentally licensed AM and FM stations,?® FCC field
facilities, the National Weather Service office, a cable head-
end, existing AM and FM stations, and Spanish language television
and radio stations.

21. The goals of both tests were to examine the ability of
broadcast, cable, satellite, and other means to transmit digital
information, to test speed, redundancy and reliability factors,
to determine operator needs for equipment responsiveness, to test
as many of the parameters in the NPRM/FNPRM in different
situations as feasible, and to experiment with an architecture
broad enough to encompass other technologies as they become
available. In response to the field testing, we received 42
comments and 9 reply comments.?¢

22. The test data demonstrated that (1) monitoring of
multiple sources of emergency information was successful in
providing reliability and redundancy; (2) a small geographic area
could be alerted without affecting other areas; (3) transmissions
could be easily relayed from point-to-point via different
transmission means; (4) equipment could automatically receive,
store, and forward alerts and messages; (5) in-band and

3 See Dr. Dennis Mileti’s report in the Western Field
Tests, pp. 484-511. The general group consensus was that there
was no objection to devices that turned receivers on and off in
the event of a real emergency; that testing should not be
overused; and that there was a place for devices that flashed or
radiated light to draw attention to the source of information.

4 gee id., discussion on the Eastern Field Test results.

2% These stations were specially licensed by the FCC to Mr.
Morris Blum, Chair of the Maryland Emergency Communications
Committee, so that tests could be conducted continuously on-the-
air and not disrupt an existing station’s cperations or
programming.

26 gSee Public Notice DA 93-1211, October 6, 1993, which
invited interested parties to review and comment on the results
of the field tests. Commenters and reply comments are listed in
Appendix C.



subcarrier transmissions could coexist;?’ (6) satellite and cable
technology could interface with the EAS digital transmission
'scheme; (7) mobile reception of in-band and subcarrier were
‘equally susceptible to multipath, distortion, shadowing, and
other propagation anomalies; and (8) consumer radio receiver
equipment could turn itself on from an "off" position in response
to broadcasters’ digital signals, such as Radio Broadcast Data
System (RBDS) signals.

23. The field tests clearly showed that the current EBS was
of limited utility compared to capabilities offered by the new
generation of digital equipment. The tests also conclusively
demonstrated that digital messaging for emergency alerting was
feasible regardless of the transmission link or operating
environment tested. The digital coding schemes used during the
tests were more technically demanding than the EAS codes which we
adopt by this Order.?® We found that transmission media
traditionally associated with analog modulation, like AM
broadcasting, were suitable for carrying digital information.
Furthermore, we realized the significant possibilities of
alerting using digital communications technologies, such as those
used by some subcarriers, pagers, computers and satellite
systems.

24. The tests confirmed that many types of transmission
systems could be links in the EAS network, because they all were
capable of digital signalling and interfacing. The tests showed
that there was a place in emergency alerting for each
transmission system because the systems complemented each other
in delivering alert messages. Thus, we found that every
technology and service had advantages, and each could £fill
particular needs.

~ 25. There has been significant growth and improvement in
emergency communications prototype equipment since the December
1992 demonstration and the field testing. Emergency managers,
deaf and hard-of-hearing persons, Spanish language participants,
and blind persons have given important feedback to the
manufacturers.? Cable equipment suppliers have worked to
optimize the video display for television. During the course of
the two tests, over 35 equipment prototypes were used, which

27 Subcarrier transmissions do not interfere with the main
channel programming, and therefore information can be transmitted
without interfering with regular programming.

28

g}

ee Appendix E, § 11.31.

29

ee generally comments of Self Help for Hard of Hearing
People, October 22, 1993 and of the American Council of the Blind
of Maryland, November 11, 18993.

n
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indicates that manufacturers will be able to offer a wide range
of equipment to broadcast stations and cable systems. Our tests
also showed that satellite equipment manufacturers could offer
emergency communications for mobile uses and other
configurations.

III. MODERNIZING EBS

26. During this proceeding the Commission has held regional
workshops and numerous meetings with the telecommunications
industry, manufacturers, state and local emergency officials and
others to discuss the technical and operational aspects of
modernizing EBS. More than 225 entities have filed comments
since this proceeding began in 1991.

27. We examined more than 20 issues in the NPRM/FNPRM. The
key issues include: (1) requiring cable to be a participant, (2)
designing equipment that can interact with all technologies, (3)
permitting automation, (4) reducing dependency on single station
monitoring, (5) reducing on-air EBS testing, and (6) shortening
the two-tone alerting signal. The decisions on these and other
items are discussed below.

28. Is There A Need for An Emergency Broadcast System? A
threshold question is whether the Commission should continue to

require an EBS or similar alerting system. Since the early
1950’s, the installation of alerting equipment has been mandatory
in order to provide the President with the capability to transmit
national emergency information to the general public.?° This
requirement has been reaffirmed by every Administration since
President Truman. We are fortunate in not having had an
emergency requiring use of that capability. The fact that we
have not had to use EBS for a national alert, however, does not
necessarily support a determination to abandon the concept of an
emergency warning system. As discussed further below, we
continue to believe that maintaining such capability is in the
public interest. Indeed, based on the history of this proceeding
and of the EBS generally, we believe that effective emergency
warning systems can reduce life and property loss and that
effectiveness and timeliness are clearly linked.®?

3 Alerting equipment is most frequently used to provide
federal, state and local government officials a means of
communicating critical information to the public.

3 In the NPRM/FNPRM, we pointed out that the new equipment
would contribute to reducing the time it takes to disseminate an
emergency message, and therefore, new equipment could reasonably
be expected to yield a disproportiocnately large gain to the
public interest.

- 11 -



29. One commenter has questioned the need to modernize or
replace the EBS and has suggested instead that EBS may not be
necessary if there is greater use and expansion of the National
Weather Service (NWS) NOAA Weather Radio (NWR) network as a
replacement.? The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
also maintains warning systems. The FEMA and NWS systems,
including NWR, and EBS, complement each other to form a cohesive
warning structure. Each system working alone cannot do the job.
NOAA Weather Radio alone does not have the coverage capabilities
to reach all of the nation’s populace. FEMA'’s systems interface
mainly with other government agencies, including state and local
emergency organizations. The EAS needs to have the emergency
information from the above agencies. Working together, the three
agencies provide federal, state and local agencies with a means
to alert the public to all orders of emergencies. Radio and
television broadcast stations currently reach nearly every part
of the country, often with several stations. There are radios
and televisions in virtually every home and business. In order
to receive NWR broadcasts, the consumer must buy a special radio.
Penetration of NWR receivers into homes is not comparable to that
of standard radios and televisions.®® We therefore do not
believe that the NWR is a realistic alternative.

30. Can the EBS be Improved or Must it be Replaced? The
NPRM/FNPRM proposed to modernize the EBS by requiring replacement

of the old equipment with equipment capable of interacting with
multiple mass communications technologies. Our review of the
existing EBS indicated that there are enough serious shortcomings
to warrant its replacement by a new Emergency Alert System (EAS).
Of those commenters addressing this issue, virtually all
supported the need for changing EBS. The shortcomings of EBS
most commonly identified in the comments were the age and
inflexibility of current equipment and the fact that it does not
work with new mass communication technologies such as cable. As
commenters overwhelmingly agreed, the existing EBS mechanism is
vulnerable to operator error and at times has failed to deliver
timely information to the public.?* It also appears that the

32 See ex parte letter of the National Association of
Broadcasters to Chairman, FCC, April 29, 1994, and the Press
Release of the Department of Commerce, "New Hazardous Weather
Warning System," March 31, 1994.

3 As one of the three agencies responsible for EBS, NOAA
NWS has participated in this proceeding and has supplied
extensive information to the Commission. See, e.g., letter from
Assistant Administrator for Weather Services, NOAA, to Chief,
Field Operations Bureau, September 13, 1994.

3 gSee, e.g., comments of Delaware Department of Public
Safety, November 17, 1992, at 1.
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cost of‘replaciqg existing EBS equipment would equal that of new
EAS equipment with superior capabilities and lower operating
costs.

31. The majority of commenters agreed that it was no longer
cost effective to invest in the current equipment. This
perspective was best expressed by a joint filing of several state
broadcast associations which stated: "We recognize that the new
EBS improvements will cost us some money, but our consensus is
that EBS is broken and needs to be modernized."?® Another system
participant commented: "While we realize that the modernization
might create some additional cost, we believe such cost could be
minimized by utilizing equipment with modular or highly
integrated construction. "¢

32. One state broadcasters’ association stated, "The system
selected must work in seconds, must work every time and should
require little or no broadcast operator intervention."?’ Other
commenters were particularly hopeful that new equipment might
alleviate common problems. " [W]e routinely incur problems with
poorly trained operators after hours, or operators not at their
usual positions ‘to take the call’."** We agree with these
commenters that it is impractical to rely on the current EBS
equipment and operating procedures or to attempt to upgrade them
using the existing analog EBS technology. We further believe
that replacement of existing EBS equipment with a new generation
of digital EAS equipment better complies with our statutory
mandate to provide adequate communications facilities that
enhance national defense.?’ Replacement of EBS will ultimately
result in an alerting system that will function seamlessly with
many sources of emergency communications. In view of the reasons

3% gSee ex parte letter from the New Jersey Broadcasters
Association, the Connecticut Broadcasters and the South Carolina
Broadcasters Association to Chairman, FCC, December 3, 1993, at
1.

3¢ Comments of Cap Cities/ABC Inc., January 15, 1993, at 8.

37 Comments of South Carolina Broadcasters Association,
January 8, 1993, at 1.

33 Comments of State of Delaware, Department of Public
Safety, November 17, 1992, at 1

33 See 47 U.S.C. §§ 151 and 606. EBS is also authorized by
a Presidential Statement of Requirements dated October 17, 1990
and is cited in the 1992 Cable Act as supporting the national
defense and saving life and property. See Cable Television
Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992, Pub. L. No. 102-
385, § 16(b).
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discussed above, we will replace, rather than attempt to improve
the EBS. '

33. We are confident that the new equipment will be a
better overall value than the current equipment because it
permits automated operation, is reliable, and should be usable
for a longer period of time due to its digital nature.*° We
weighed the advantages of a new system versus the costs of
repairing and upgrading the EBS system, and find that requiring
new equipment is clearly preferable.

_ 34. The new system will not be limited to a particular

transmission system such as analog broadcasting. No one
transmission system could, in isolation, sufficiently achieve our
goals for EAS. We agree with the concerns of most commenters
that to select one system to the exclusion of others would create
problems of incompatibility. Although some commenters and
participants in the field tests preferred a particular
transmission system, such as RBDS, there was no clear consensus
by commenters on a preferred transmission system. We believe that
by not choosing or favoring one transmission mode over others,
the resulting alerting system will offer the most flexibility to
system participants and also be in the best interest of the
public and system participants.

35. The extraordinary diversity of technologies available
to be used in an alerting system suggests a need for an
architecture that can accommodate all the proposed media
distribution schemes. Therefore, as the foundation for the new
EAS, and as discussed more fully below, we will adopt a mandatory
standard digital protocol with a flexible architecture usable by
many kinds of transmission media.

36. With such a standard, in-band broadcasting of alerts
could be received today over any radio or television.
Subcarriers could transmit unobtrusive text data and activate
turned-off receivers.** Cable could give all subscribers alerts
and special cable equipment could provide the deaf, hard-of-
hearing, blind, and non-English speaking audiences distinctive

.0 If the present two-tone system were updated and not
replaced, it would still have to rely on a daisy chain of
stations monitoring for alerts, and weekly on-air audible tests
would still have to be conducted. - A major criticism made by the
commenters was that the weekly tests caused the public to "tune
out" the EBS alert, which placed them in jeopardy in case of a
real emergency. As previously discussed, the daisy chain was
also viewed as unreliable.

1 Once a universal in-band protocol is in use, consumer
grade radios can be produced possessing this same capability.
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visual and audio alerts. Satellite terminals could be used for
remote field activations and could be used on disaster sites.
Pagers could be used to alert persons in offices or who are
travelling.  In addition, such a standardized digital protocol is
flexible enough for expansion and upgrading as new kinds and
generations of transmission systems become available in the
future.

37. Renaming the EBS. In the NPRM/FNPRM the Commission
sought comments on the merits of renaming EBS to reflect the

incorporation of other technologies and the modermization of the
system.

38. Although only nine commenters responded to this
proposal, they provided a litany of reasons why this is the time
to rename the EBS. Comments such as EBS " [S]lhould be renamed to
denote a multi-source information network;"*? "[Clhanging the
name would also help the public to understand there is a new,
technologically advanced system replacing the current two-tone
system, which has come to have a negative image;"*’ and it
represents a "clean new start to a highly improved system"*
typified support for the name change. Only one respondent was
against changing the name, on the grounds that the present name
had recognizability.**

39. We believe it is in the public interest to rename the
current system. This action best reflects the inclusion of other
technologies in the system and should dispel any negative images
associated with the current EBS. The new system will be called
the Emergency Alert System (EAS). Because cable and other
transmission capabilities will ultimately become an integral part
of the new alerting system, the word "broadcast" in Emergency
Broadcast System should be changed to inform the public that the
new system, EAS, is not necessarily a broadcast-based service but
ultimately an aggregation of many services working together. The
name change should also provide the opportunity to promote public
awareness of the new EAS.

A. Broadcast partici

‘2 Comments of Society of Broadcast Engineers, Inc.,
January 15, 1993, at 5.

43 Comménts of Society of Cable Television Engineers,
January 15, 1993, at 15.

*  Comments of Nutmeg Broadcasting Company and Connectlcut
Broadcasters Association, January 22, 1993, at 2.

¥ gee Comments of T. & Parr TJanuarv 14 1002 =r o)
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40. Broadcast stations will continue to play a significant
role in the new EAS. The following paragraphs discuss the
general parameters for their participation. Specifically, all
broadcast station licensees, including noncommercial educational
Class D FM stations and low power TV stations, will be required
to have EAS decoders. Broadcast station licensees (except
noncommercial educational Class D FM stations and low power TV
stations) additionally will be required to have equipment capable
of encoding the EAS codes installed in the broadcast station
programming chain, such as at the transmitter, studio or control
locations. If manual interrupt will be relied upon, encoders
will have to be located so that station staff can initiate the
EAS code and Attention Signal transmission at normal duty
locations. Where broadcast stations are co-owned and co-
located*® with a combined studio or control facility, only one
set of EAS equipment will be required for the combined facility.

41. Television stations will be required to have the
capability to transmit automatically a visual message that will
include the originator, event, location, and valid time period of
the message. If the message is a video crawl, it must be
displayed at the top of the television screen or where it will
not interfere with other video messages. We strongly encourage
FM stations, especially those with key EAS designations*’ located
in areas with many emergencies, to transmit the EAS codes on
subcarriers, including 57 kHz using the RBDS standard. See
paras. 43-49, below. We do not, however, require this
technology.

42. We believe that it is essential for all segments of the
population to be advised of the need to take protective action in
the event of an emergency. The American Hispanic Owned Radio
Association drew our attention to the fact that, "Federal and
State Emergency Broadcast Systems primarily remain set up to only

serve the English-speaking population . . . In the event of a
disaster/emergency, non-English speaking persons would be
deprived of vital information . . . there are approximately 350

Spanish language stations across the country, serving over 98% of
the Spanish-speaking population."** To alleviate the concerns of
non-English speaking program providers and to ensure that all

audiences have the ability to take appropriate measures during an
emergency, such stations or program providers may send the actual

% e.g., an AM station and an FM station licensed to the
same entity may be co-located.

7 See Appendix E, § 11.18.

¢ See ex parte Comments of the American Hispanic Owned
RaAiA Aaeanriarion. Anril 5. 19913 at 2.
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EAS alert in their primary language.’ Stations not carrying the
test script or activation in English should so state in their
Local Emergency Communications Committee plans. See paras. 131-
135, infra. - :

43. Radio Broadcast Data System (RBDS). In the NPRM/FNPRM

we discussed the FM "box" and further proposed to require Radio
Broadcast Data System*® (RBDS) encoding equipment for all key FM
EBS designated stations. RBDS is a defined protocol for data
that is transmitted on the 57 kHz subcarrier of FM radio
broadcast stations®!. Under this standard, data is sent at 1200
baud by utilizing BPSK modulation techniques. Information is
released in specialized groups of revolving but continually
updated data. Each group is delimited by a header which
indicates the type of information in the group, such as paging,
traffic messages (for road signs), navigation (Global Positioning
System), tuning and radio format information, and data text. One
group is Emergency Warning System (EWS, group 9A) which is
incorporated with the other groups of data upon demand by the
broadcaster.

44. The RBDS technology allows for frequency agility which
permits receivers to search out and lock on to local emergency
alert stations. It allows for switching from one program source
to the emergency alert. Many have Liquid Crystal Displays for
display of text messages. Consumer receivers equipped with RBDS
can be turned on selectively and automatically from a standby
state, much like personal pagers or continuous tone coded squelch
system (CTCSS) radios so that anyone hearing them would receive
the emergency audio message being broadcast. Increasing numbers
of consumer electronic devices, such as car radios, are equipped
to receive RBDS.

* This action was endorsed by several SECC’s. They were
concerned that Spanish broadcast stations within their area were
forced to send the current EBS test and alert in English and
wasting valuable time since their audiences were non-English
speaking.

¢ Radio Data System (RDS) is the commonly referred to name
of the United Stations Radio Broadcast Data System (RBDS)
standard, which was produced by the RBDS subgroup of the National
Radio Systems Committee, sponsored by the Electronic Industries
Association and the National Association of Broadcasters. The
voluntary standard reflects the input from broadcasters, receiver
manufacturers, users and potential users of RDS services.

51 For a full explanation of RBDS, refer to the
established standard developed by the National Radio Systems
Committee (NRSC) sponsored by the Electronics Industry
Association (EIA).
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45. Several parties, including broadcasters and

emergency/safety coordinators, who filed in response to the

and the Public Notjice embraced the use of RBDS
technology because of its capacity to perform a plethora of
services, including EAS alerts. The enhancements most often
mentioned were individual customer alerting, turning on inactive
receivers such as radios, cassette or compact disc players (with
RBDS receivers built-in), push-button activation systems for
public safety dispatchers, the ability to receive multiple
sources of emergency alerts, and enhanced security systems.

46. RBDS representatives in meetings and field tests
related to this Order demonstrated the significant role this
technology can have in the EAS system both for participants and
the public. One of the alerting systems discussed in the
NPRM/FNPRM is a significant user of RBDS technology.®?

47. Many commenters and FM stations during the field
testing expressed a strong interest in the increased use of
subcarrier technologies and the RBDS standard.s® One
manufacturer who participated in the field tests provided
equipment that exceeded the capabilities of the EAS. This
equipment had many enhanced features favored by state and local
communities who are in high risk areas and who therefore have a
need for equipment with greater flexibility.

48. Those opposing use of RBDS raised concerns that
requiring subcarrier use might be burdensome and in some cases
conflict with current subcarrier uses. Nonetheless, the ability
to have a new generation of consumer products that could
immediately alert the public was enthusiastically endorsed by
many commenters. As one county manager pointed out, "[N]lo
emergency alerting system will be meaningful if it cannot
automatically turn on devices in people’s homes, cars and public
assembly areas during the day or night."®*

49. Given the significant potential of RBDS, we encourage
FM broadcast stations to provide emergency warnings via
subcarrier using RBDS. Before, simultaneously, or after
transmitting EAS messages in the main audio channel, RBDS

52 NPRM/FNPRM at paras. 17-19. See also Comments of Sage
Alerting Systems, Inc., January 15, 1993, at 8.

3 South Carolina Broadcasters Association, Jefferson
County Emergency Management, EBS Waco Operational Area, and the
Connecticut State Emergency Communications Committee were among

the supporters of RBDS technology.

¢ Comments of Middlesex County Emergency Management,
February 10, 1993, at 2.
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equipped stations may transmit EAS messages on a subcarrier. See
para. 99, infra. We encourage FM stations, especially those key
to EAS operations, to transmit the EAS codes in the RBDS
standard. RBDS devices can be easily integrated with EAS devices
because both-employ common RS-232 data connections and
protocols.*® '

B. Cable participants

50. The Cable Act of 1992 required standards to ensure that
cable systems provide emergency information to their subscribers.
It stated "[Elach cable operator shall comply with such standards
as the Commission shall prescribe to ensure that viewers of video
programming on cable systems are afforded the same emergency
information as is afforded by the emergency broadcasting system
pursuant to Commission regulations...."5¢

51. For several years, the cable industry and the
Commission have been exploring ways to increase cable television
participation in the EBS. 1In 1991 the Society of Cable
Television Engineers (SCTE) established an EBS subcommittee to
review equipment designs that would allow cable operators to
participate in EBS. SCTE also strived to identify mechanisms
that would strengthen cable’s capacity to inform cable
subscribers of emergencies. In addition to its work in
subcommittee, SCTE actively participated in the FCC field tests
of the proposed alerting system, and several SCTE members began
serving as local chairs on the EBS emergency communications
committees. The National Cable Television Association (NCTA) has
also been investigating how to increase cable participation
without creating excessive burdens on the cable operator.

52. In the NPRM/FNPRM we proposed to make cable an equal
partner in EBS. Recognizing that many cable operators use remote
control and automation in their facilities, we further proposed
to take into consideration these characteristics in the new
system. :

53. Commenters were supportive of our proposal to include

55 RBDS is available on several hundred FM stations in the
U.S., covering more than 70 percent of the population. _See
Appendix E, § 11.51 (e), for rules regarding integration of RBDS
into EAS.

¢ See Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition
Act of 1992, Pub. L. No. 102-385, § 16(b). The Cable Act of 1992
imposed this requirement by adding subsection (g) to Section 624
of the Communications Act of 1934, 47 U.S.C. § 544(g9).
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cable in the new system.®” Opinions differed, however, on
whether participation should be mandatory or voluntary.** Some
commenters were concerned that existing alerting equipment
required by local municipalities should not be made obsolete, but
rather should be incorporated into any new system.5®

54. Those who believed cable participation should be
mandatory frequently noted that a substantial number of
households subscribe to cable systems. One commenter pointed out
that in New York State, "[Clable television is available to
approximately 85 percent of all dwelling units. Over 60 percent
of these dwelling units, some 3.7 million households, actually
subscribe to cable television."®® Commenters who felt that
participation should be voluntary cited the expense and technical
difficulties associated with cable involvement.®® Some suggested
weighing the amount of involvement against the proportional cost.
Also, one commenter pointed out that cable systems with existing
emergency alerting systems have achieved great success even
though their efforts are voluntary.*®

55. NCTA noted that "[S]ome cable systems have already
deployed emergency alerting equipment in their headends pursuant
to local franchise requirements. The Commission should ensure
that this embedded base of equipment is not rendered obsolete by
developing an EBS device that bridges the existing equipment with
the new equipment."®

56. National cable program suppliers such as Home Box
Office, MTV, Cable News Network and The Weather Channel have been
participants in the national EBS since the mid 1980‘s. Few local
cable systems, however, have purchased the necessary equipment to

7 Thirteen comments and five reply comments addressed
cable participation in the new EAS.

¢ See Comments of State of Ohio Adjutant General'’s
Department, December 2, 1992, at 3 and South Carolina Division of
Information Resource Management, January 13, 1993, at 5.

% See Comments of Cablevision Industries Corp., January
15, 1993 at 2.

€ Comments of Telecommunications Division, New York State
Commission on Cable Television, January 15, 1993, at 2.

¢ See Reply Comments of Kenneth Wright, February 16, 1993,
at 2.

€2 See Comments of Time Warner, November 12, 1993, at 5.
3 Comments of NCTA, November 12, 1993, at 2.
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participate in the EBS. A possible reason for not participating
is that some systems have equipment, as part of franchise
agreements, that allows local authorities to override programming
with emergency information.®* Subscribers to these systems can
still miss EBS emergency information, because of lack of
participation by the cable system. If a cable subscriber is
watching one of the many channels carried by a cable system and
an emergency activation of the EBS occurs, that subscriber will,
in many cases, be unaware of the EBS alert and, therefore, of the
need to take protective action. The cable television viewer
would receive the alert only if that cable system were a part of
the EBS or if the channel that the viewer was watching were a
local television station delivering an EBS message.

57. We believe that cable is an invaluable link in the
dissemination of information during emergencies. More than 60
percent of all American homes are wired for cable. The Cable
Television Advertising and Marketing Society estimated in 1992
that by the year 2000 cable penetration would reach 78 percent.
The Cable Act of 1992 requires that cable television systems must
be capable of providing EAS alerts to their subscribers.*® That
requirement, affording cable subscribers the same ability as
broadcast viewers to take action to protect life and property,
serves the public interest.

58. We therefore require cable systems to maintain EAS
equipment in accordance with the rules we adopt in this Order
(See Appendix E). For national emergencies, we are requiring
compulsory retransmission of Presidential EAS messages. Cable
systems must interrupt all channels and provide information to
subscribers. Although not required, we also encourage EAS
activation for state or local emergencies.

59. Cable systems must transmit the national EAS message
codes, the attention signal, emergency message, and end of
message (EOM) code to their subscribers. The attention signal
can be produced from a storage device instead of a type-accepted
encoder. The equipment must provide an audio message on all
channels for those event codes selected by cable company
personnel. Cable systems may elect not to interrupt EAS messages
from broadcast stations upon written mutual agreement among all

¢¢ See Reply Comments of Kenneth Wright, February 16, 1993,
at 2.

¢ We currently require all television stations to provide
video information in the event of any emergency communications,
including, but not limited to, EBS. EBS activation requires both
audio and video interruption. See 47 C.F.R. § 73.1250. The
Cable Act requires that cable viewers be afforded the same access
to emergency information. See para. 6, supra.
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concerned.

60. During an EAS alert, cable systems must provide 1) an
all channel audio message override; 2) momentary video interrupts
of short duration on all channels; and 3) at least one video
message override channel.®® Cable operators must provide the EAS
video message on the television screen. The message may be at
any location on the screen so long as it is easily seen by the
subscriber. ' It must not interfere with closed captioned
information.

61. Hard of hearing and deaf individuals were involved in
the meetings and field testing of the proposed equipment.¢’ One
commenter delineated the importance of including video warnings
on cable systems as part of the new EAS: "[I]t is fully
consistent with the Congressional mandate of the Americans with
Disabilities Act to make all facets of our society fully
accessible to individuals with disabilities...any oral emergency
messages that are broadcast through broadcast radio, television,
or other media, should be made available in text form."**

- 62. The hard-of-hearing and deaf communities rely heavily
upon cable television for emergency information. Cable systems
must therefore provide either audio and video EAS messages on all
channels or an equivalent alerting function on the entire system
for deaf or hard-of-hearing persons. The requirement for
equivalent messaging can be implemented by using independent set-
top alerting devices which are turned on by EAS equipment at
headends. These set-top devices can provide audio alerts, voice
warnings, and visual text messages.®® Other equipment such as
strobe lights, bed-shakers, and light blinkers may also be used
by cable systems to provide alerts. Cable operators may
determine at what level it becomes more cost-effective to provide
all video channel override than to provide these devices to hard-
of -hearing or deaf subscribers, subject to Commission oversight

¢¢ Video interrupt refers to the displacement of the
television picture with a black, blank or flashing screen for
short periods. Audio override refers to the replacement of audio
messages with emergency audio information, while video override
refers to providing visual/text emergency messages.

€7 See Comments of Self Help for Hard of Hearing People
(SHHH) , October 22, 1993, at 5<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>